October 29 , 1970 


Dear Gary, 

Thanks for your letter of October 10. The material you provided about a 
shot from the front was very useful. It and many of the other questions you 
have raised are discussed in the enclosed supplementary draft resort and 
explanatory memo. I suggest you read that material first; this letter covers 
only some of the things I did not consider as imnortant as the others. 

Your memo of 9/20: very good comments. 1 won't respond specifically to 
those like the first two on page one and the first two on page 2, which suggest 
derailed changes in the draft 1 sent you; I have noted all such points and tend 
to agree with most of them. In any case that draft is not going anywhere xwithout 
massive revision. 

Your page 3, comment on page 17: you are absolutely right. Written in haste, 
repented at leisure. 

Your page 3, comment on my page 23, item 1: could you expand on this? 

Same paragraph: that isn't ’my" 3-bullet theory in any sense, but I don't 
see any solid reasons for not attributing the Tague fragment to the head shot. 

Your letter of 10/10: What is your source for the statement that Hargis 

felt something hit him, through his uniform? All I know is that he thought at 
first he might have been hit; both Thompson and lane infer that it wa.s because 
stuff hit him hard. It seems to me that if he suddenly saw blood on his 
windshield or uniform he might have thought at first that he had been hit, even 
if he felt no impact. 

That reminds me of x-rhat Thompson says under the first picture on page 102. 

Can you see a bone fragment being driven doxcn in Z313? 1 can't. 

I think most of your comments on the- case for a shot from the front are 
covered in the enclosures . let me know where you disagree -with me . 

Bottom of page 1; after several years in the high-energy physics business, 

1 know more than I want to knox>r about null hypothesis testing, a. priori probabilities, 
confidence levels, hoxw to lie x-jith statistics, and the like. I would point 
out that if only two hypotheses are possible, ordinary language usage allows one 
to say that evidence against one hypothesis tends to support the other. It does 
have that significance to anyone trying to decide which is correct. If one can 
make such a statement for two hypotheses, one can extend it to any finite number 
of reasonable hypotheses, but it becomes less and less precise. But I understand 
your point, would probably change the wording in the future, and really hate to 
waste your time and mine debating such things . 

I hope you are not offended by the shortness of this letter. I want to 
concentrate on putting together the best possible cases for and against Alvarez' 
interpretation of the experiment, -so I put as much as I could, of the factual 
arguments into the enclosed supplement and want to steer clear of questions 
of my motivation (or Alvarez'). Regardless of what I say my x-jritings and what 
j. do will have to ssss®* speak for themselves anyhow. Alvarez is not my boss, not 
on my committee, and we are not exactly close friends. I think I am quite 
capable of doing bad xrork on my ox-m, without any external influences. 

Sincerely, 

foJL 


cc: Harold 



